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PER CURI AM

Paul o Janes Ssekamwa and Jacki e Sarah Mat ovu, natives and
citizens of Uganda, petition for reviewof the Board of I mm gration
Appeal s (“Board”) order dism ssing the appeal fromthe denial of a
nmotion to reconsider or reopen. The Petitioners sought to reopen
the inmmgration judge s decision denying their application for
cancel lation of renmoval. W dism ss the appeal.

The Attorney General may cancel renoval of an alien from
the United States if the alien: (1) has been physically present in
the United States for a continuous period of not less than ten
years imredi ately preceding the date of such application; (2) has
been a person of good noral character during this period; (3) has
not been convicted of certain enunerated offenses; and
(4) establishes that renoval would result in “exceptional and
extrenely unusual hardship” to the alien’s spouse, parent, or
child, who is a citizen of the United States or an alien lawfully
admtted for permanent residence. 8 U S.C 8§ 1229b(b)(1) (2000).
The i mm gration judge deni ed the application after findi ng Ssekama
failed to denonstrate his and his wife's renoval would result in
exceptional and extrenely unusual hardship to their daughter who
was born in the United States. The Petitioners filed a notion to
reopen or reconsi der submtting evidence regardi ng their daughter’s

health. The notion was deni ed. On appeal, the Board found the



Petitioners failed to show an exceptional and extrenely unusual
hardship with respect to their daughter.

Under 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(i) (2000), “no court shall
have jurisdiction to review any judgnent regardi ng the granting of
relief under section . . . 1229b,” cancell ation of renoval. W are
wi thout jurisdiction to review the Board's finding that the
Petitioners failed to show an exceptional and extrenely unusual
har dshi p.

We have not considered the new evidence the Petitioners
submtted to this Court in the joint appendiX. Qur review is
l[imted to the adm nistrative record. 8 US. C § 1252(b)(4) (A
(2000) .

W find the Petitioners’ argunent that the appeal from
the immgration judge’'s denial of the notion to reopen and
reconsider was also tinely as to the decision denying asylum
wi t hhol ding of renoval and cancellation of renoval is wthout
merit. W are without jurisdiction to review the immgration
judge’ s denial of asylum w thholding of renoval and cancell ation
of renoval .

Accordingly, we dismss the petition for review W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

PETI T1 ON DI SM SSED




